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Abstract 
Reading is an essential skill; however, the majority of elementary-aged 
students are not performing at grade level. This is problematic because poor 
reading is a significant risk factor for dropping out of high school. A number 
of demographic factors have been associated with students’ reading 
performance, including sex, socioeconomic status, and race/ethnicity. 
Educators use a number of measures to assess students’ reading performance. 
One screening measure, curriculum-based measurement in reading (CBM-R), 
is a time- and cost-efficient tool to assess elementary-aged students’ oral 
reading fluency. However, a number of research studies have shown that 
students’ performance on CBM-R assessments may be influenced by 
contextual factors, including who conducts the assessment, where the 
assessment is conducted, and whether or not the assessment is timed. The 
impact of students’ pre-assessment disposition on CBM-R scores has yet to be 
sufficiently examined. The purpose of this study was to investigate whether a 
combined model, which included demographic factors (i.e. sex, 
socioeconomic status) and a contextual factor, (i.e. student disposition) 
significantly predicted variance in students’ oral reading fluency growth. A 
standard multiple regression was conducted and results demonstrated that the 
combined model of sex, socioeconomic status, and disposition significantly 
predicted variance in students’ oral reading fluency growth. F (4, 35) = 3.35, p 
= .02. Sex on its own was found to be a significant predictor of variance in 
students’ oral reading fluency growth, but disposition was not. There was a 
positive correlation between sex and oral reading fluency growth (r = .44, p = 
.004) and a positive correlation between disposition and oral reading fluency 
growth (r = .38, p = .010). The link between disposition and oral reading 
fluency growth should not be ignored. Educators should consider this link 
prior to conducting and interpreting reading assessments. 
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Advice to future honors students 
 
1. Find a topic you love. I can’t stress this point enough. If you don’t love 
what you’re working on, the Capstone is going to feel like a chore, which is 
the worst possible thing that could happen. 
 
2. Use the resources Honors provides for you and form a relationship 
with the staff at the Honors office. This is actually a piece of advice I wish I 
had followed myself. There were a lot of times when I encountered hiccups 
with my project, and I wish I had a better relationship with the Honors staff to 
help me through those obstacles.  
 
3. Be persistent and advocate for yourself and your ideas. I was ready to 
drop out of honors as a first semester junior when I was first applying to 
research labs. I had offers from three different labs, but when I told them I 
was looking for a Capstone advisor, none of them were willing to do it. Junior 
year is a huge hurdle for a lot of Honors students because it’s when Honors 
becomes more than just getting to take special classes and having an early 
enrollment time. This is when the Capstone starts becoming real. If you find 
something you really want to do, you have to make it happen for yourself. 
 
4. Form a strong relationship with your advisor. Seriously. I’m not 
exaggerating when I say that I met with my advisor at least once a week my 
entire senior year. It’s also really important to be comfortable with your 
advisor and to be able to feel like you can be open and candid with them. 
 
5. Be prepared for things to go drastically wrong. Odds are, not everything 
with your project is going to run smoothly. The more flexible and adaptable 
you are, the more likely you will be able to recover. 
 
6. Start early. Start early. Start early. Even if you just start a literature 
review, I really recommend having at least ten pages written by the time you 
start your senior year. If your advisor is willing to do this for you, I also found 
it really helpful to work on one paragraph or section at a time, have my 
advisor edit it, and then continue to work on the next section.  
Introduction 
Reading is a fundamental skill that, unlike spoken language, is not 
innately learned. Although children can learn spoken language by being 
immersed in an environment where language is prevalent, children cannot 
learn to read by simply watching other people read. Instead, children must 
actively learn to read at a young age in order to become literate. The National 
Research Council (1998) discusses potential reasons why written English is so 
difficult for children to learn. For example, English is considered to be a 
“deep orthography,” or a written form of language where alphabetic letters 
represent single sounds, or phonemes. However in some instances, letters in 
the English language do not directly correspond to their phoneme 
counterparts. Letters such as “c” can be pronounced /s/ or /k/ depending on the 
context. The National Research Council points out that the English language 
will “compromise phonological representations in order to reflect 
morphological information” (p. 23). In addition, English borrows outdated 
rules from historical spelling of languages that are no longer translated into 
the spoken version of the word. They use the example of the letters “ph” 
translating into the phoneme /f/, a rule that was taken from the Greek 
language. These issues with the English alphabet system make it difficult for 
children of any reading level to initially learn to read because without one-to-
one correspondence between letters and sounds, the language becomes even 
more abstract. 
 
 
2 
Considering these phonological barriers that may cause difficulty for 
some children, it is not surprising that many children experience difficulty 
learning to read. In 2011, the National Center for Educational Statistics 
released the “Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2011.” In this publication, over 
380,000 students in fourth and eighth grade participated in the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress in reading. The outcomes of this 
assessment provide data on students’ reading proficiency in the United States, 
including factors that correlate to children’s reading ability such as 
socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and gender. This longitudinal assessment of 
student achievement compares all of these different demographic factors to 
previous years’ results at the national level and then explores these factors at 
the statewide level as well.  
This literature review will begin by discussing the state of reading in 
the United States and how reading achievement has remained relatively static. 
It will also review demographic and home environmental factors that may 
impact children’s reading achievement, how reading achievement is currently 
assessed, and idiosyncratic factors, such as mood, that may impact the 
reliability and validity of reading assessment measures. 
Condition of Reading in the United States 
 Periodically, the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
summarizes the results of data collected on children’s academic achievement 
across the United States at the national level and at the state level, and reports 
the information, available to the public, in a comprehensive assessment known 
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as the “Reading Report Card”. The governing board of the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress, using information from educators, policy 
makers, and members of the general public, set criterion-referenced levels of 
achievement based on students’ grade levels and subject matter (National 
Center for Educational Statistics, 2012). The levels include Basic, Proficient, 
and Advanced. The Reading Report Card defines Basic as “partial mastery of 
prerequisite knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at 
each grade” (p. 6). The standards for Proficient are considered “solid 
academic performance. Students reaching this level have demonstrated 
competency over challenging subject matter” (p. 6). A score at the level of 
proficient, arguably, indicates that a child is reading at grade-level, meaning 
that the student is able to grasp concepts for his or her educational stage. 
Lastly, Advanced is defined as a level that “represents superior performance” 
(p. 6). 
In 2011, the results of the Reading Report Card show that in reading, 
33% percent of fourth grade students perform at the below basic level, 33% 
perform at the basic level, 26% percent perform at the proficient level, and 
only 8% percent perform at the advanced level (National Center for 
Educational Statistics, 2012). In New York specifically, 32% percent of fourth 
grade students perform at the below basic level, 33% percent perform at the 
basic level, 26% percent of fourth grade students perform at the proficient 
level, and 9% percent perform at the advanced level (National Center for 
Educational Statistics, 2012). 
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These data show that the majority of fourth grade students in the 
United States are performing reading achievement tasks below grade-level, 
and that only 34% of fourth grade students are reading at or above grade-level. 
Alarmingly, these results have remained relatively unchanged since the last 
report in 2009, and reading achievement scores in fourth grade students have 
only increased slightly since 1992 (National Center for Education Statistics, 
2012). The significance of poor reading achievement in elementary schools is 
high, and it has been shown that as many as 75% of struggling readers in third 
grade continue to struggle throughout their high school careers (Eckert, Dunn, 
Rosenblatt, & Truckenmiller, 2008). 
Demographic and Familial Factors Influencing Children’s Reading 
Achievement 
 The National Research Council (1998) discusses the importance of 
exposure to print using books and television programs like Sesame Street at a 
young age for infants in order for the child to develop literacy skills. In cases 
where children are supported at home and at daycare facilities, children as 
young as 8 months begin to interact with books when they are read to, 
including grabbing at the book and babbling. Closer to two years of age, 
children begin to actually use coherent speech to interact with the markings in 
front of them. Often times this speech is not actually the child reading the 
letters and words in the books, but instead is a result of the child memorizing 
the story. At this age, children also begin to write scribbles and symbols 
meant to be letters. Although literacy development can happen early, lack of 
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stimulation in a home literacy environment is correlated to low reading 
achievement at a later age. Familial involvement in a child’s development in 
reading is very important, and there are a number of factors that influence 
reading, including familial emphasis on literacy, access to reading materials, 
and exposure to reading materials (Snow, 1998). These home environmental 
factors moderately correlate to a child’s reading success in the future. 
 Although there are some demographic and familial factors that may 
positively influence a child’s reading, a notable factor that negatively 
influences reading is the primary language spoken at home. Goldenberg 
(2008) defines English Language Learners as students “who speak English 
either not at all or with enough limitations that he or she cannot fully 
participate in mainstream English instruction” (p. 10). These students, who 
may also be referred to as Limited English Proficiency (LEP) or English as a 
Second Language (ESL), may account for a substantial portion of students in 
schools who experience reading difficulties. Goldenberg (2008) notes that in 
the past 20 years there has been a substantial increase in the number of LEP 
and ESL students enrolling in public schools across the United States. The 
National Research Council (1998) identifies “Home Language Other Than 
English” as a risk factor for the development of reading difficulties in young 
children. More specifically, the National Research Council highlights the 
importance of cultural factors that may coincide with linguistic development, 
such as family income and sociopolitical factors. As a result, it appears that 
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native language spoken is an important factor influencing children’s reading 
achievement. 
 According to the 2011 Reading Report Card, English Language 
Learners account for 24% of fourth-grade students below the 25th percentile in 
reading, whereas only 2% of fourth grade students who scored above the 75th 
percentile are English Language Learners (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2012). In other words, English Language Learners account for 
almost a quarter of students at the lowest end of the scale of reading 
achievement, yet these students are hardly represented at the level of high 
achievement on this scale. 
 Another demographic factor influencing children’s reading 
achievement is household income. The 2011 Reading Report Card classifies 
the phrase “low income” in accordance with the standards set by the National 
School Lunch Program. Eligibility for reduced-price lunches in elementary 
schools generally varies from between 130% and 185% of the poverty level 
across states. In other words, if the poverty level were $10,000, household 
incomes between $13,000 and $18,500 would be the guidelines for eligibility 
for reduced-price lunches. Currently, the national levels of students eligible 
for reduced price or free lunches according to the National School Lunch 
Program reflect the country’s current economic standing, in that over 50% of 
public school students are eligible for these lunch programs.  
 The 2011 Reading Report Card reports that 74% of students who 
scored below the 25
th
 percentile in reading were eligible for free or reduced 
price school lunches, whereas only 23% of students scoring above the 75
th
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percentile in reading were eligible for free or reduced price school lunches 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). This implies that almost three 
out of four students who have the lowest scores in reading achievement were 
classified as “low-income,” and only around one in four students with the 
highest scores in reading achievement were classified as “low-income.” In 
2011, the scores of fourth grade students who were eligible for reduced-price 
or free lunch were significantly lower than the students who were not eligible 
for reduced-price or free lunch (National Center for Education Statistics, 
2012). 
Assessment of Children’s Reading Achievement 
There are two distinct ways in which student academic performance 
can be measured: indirect and direct measures (Cone, 1992). Whereas indirect 
measures include norm-referenced and criterion-referenced assessments, 
direct measures relate to the students’ classroom curricula. Direct assessments 
have been developed to specifically monitor students’ classroom achievement 
because they are quick, easy to administer, and may be administered regularly 
to allow for progress monitoring (Deno, 1985; Marston, 1989; Shapiro, 1996). 
Curriculum-Based Measurement, or CBM, is an example of a direct measure 
that is designed for educators to monitor students’ basic academic skills and 
make instructional decisions (Shapiro 1996).  
There are two models of CBM that are primarily used by researchers 
and practitioners as a direct assessment of academic performance: Fuchs and 
Fuchs’ model (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Hamlett, 1990; Fuchs, 1998) and Shinn’s 
model (Shinn, 1989; Shinn 1998). Fuchs and Fuchs’ model of CBM serves as 
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a problem-solving model designed for use by classroom teachers so that the 
teacher may develop an appropriate instruction program for a student (Fuchs, 
Fuchs, & Hamlett, 1990). Shinn’s model of CBM differs from Fuchs and 
Fuchs’ model in that it suggests that a comprehensive educational team made 
of teachers and school psychologists use CBM to evaluate the effectiveness of 
an intervention in the occasion that a student experiences a discrepancy 
between the progress expected in the classroom and the progress the child 
actually makes (Shinn, 1998). 
CBM can be used to assess a variety of academic areas, including 
spelling, writing, and math, but research on CBM is primarily focused on the 
assessment of reading (Shapiro, 1996; Shinn, 1989; 1998). A number of 
studies have examined the reliability and validity of CBM, suggesting that it 
has adequate psychometric properties for making screening decisions. A 
major function of CBM is to allow practitioners to monitor progress of a 
student’s reading skill, and a number of studies have been conducted to 
examine variations in progress monitoring procedures (Fuchs, 1989; Fuchs & 
Fuchs, 1986; Shinn & Hubbard, 1992; Shapiro, 1996; White, 1972). These 
studies have shed light on the details associated with CBM administration, 
including frequency and duration of the assessment. Specifically, Fuchs and 
Fuchs (1986) suggest that progress monitoring data should be collected twice 
per week, and that data collected any more frequently does not improve 
accuracy. In addition, White (1972) proposes that the assessment should last 
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three to four weeks, arguing that seven to ten data points are necessary to 
establish a trend in progress.  
Although issues related to the technical aspects of administration of 
these assessments have been readily studied, questions have arisen about 
whether or not the reliability and validity of these measures actually lie in the 
technical aspects of administration, or if it would be more appropriate to adopt 
a behavioral perspective when examining the reliability and validity of these 
measures (Shapiro, 1996). In other words, it may be beneficial for researchers 
to examine the adequacy of CBM from an idiographic, rather than nomothetic, 
standpoint, which would suggest that students’ performance should be 
compared to their past performance as opposed to a normative sample (Derr-
Minneci & Shapiro, 1992).  
Specifically, Derr-Minneci and Shapiro (1992) investigated various 
administration factors that may impact how accurately CBM represents 
students’ reading skill, including who conducts the assessment, where the 
assessment is conducted, and whether or not the assessment is timed. The 
findings of this study show that reading assessments are more accurate when a 
teacher, as opposed to a school psychologist, conducts the assessment at the 
teacher’s desk, as opposed to in a small reading group. In summation, “more 
natural or usual conditions of assessment yield better student oral reading 
performance” (Derr-Minneci & Shapiro, 1992, p. 14). The results of this study 
suggested that the conditions of the evaluation impact the results of the 
assessment, which may indicate that CBM does not accurately depict reading 
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skill under certain conditions. These findings introduce another question: what 
other factors may influence these results? 
Disposition 
 Brand, Weimer, and Opwis (2007) indicate that mood may impact 
cognitive functioning, such as judgment and memory retrieval, and that 
“expectation of disappointment, can reduce development and transfer of 
knowledge” (p. 13). Mood may also impact attention; specifically, being in a 
negative mood may cause attention to be drawn to both task-relevant and task-
irrelevant information, which may affect the way a child reads and 
comprehends text (Bohn-Gettler & Rapp, 2011). Bryan, Mather, and Sullivan 
(1996) also determined that posttest data of students with learning disabilities 
who were in an induced positive mood performed better during learning tasks 
than students with learning disabilities in a neutral mood. These findings 
consistently demonstrate that mood impacts cognition, learning, and reading. 
It is therefore reasonable to question whether or not mood may impact oral 
reading fluency assessment.  
The purpose of this study was to examine the whether students’ self-
reported mood over the course of the study, along with other demographic 
predictor variables such as sex and socioeconomic status, could predict slope 
in oral reading fluency. Specifically, it was hypothesized that this set of 
variables could significantly predict slope, and that the disposition measure 
would have the highest level of unique predictability among these variables. 
Method 
Participants and Setting 
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Institutional Review Board approval was obtained through Syracuse 
University and the participating school district. Second through fifth-grade 
students from an urban public school servicing students in kindergarten 
through eighth grade in central New York were invited to participate. 
According to the school’s 2010-2011 Accountability and Overview Report, a 
total of 865 students were enrolled in kindergarten through eighth grade. Of 
these students, 70% were eligible to receive free or reduced-price lunch. Most 
students identified their racial and/or ethnic composition as White (52%) or 
Black or African American (38%), whereas a small percentage of students 
identified themselves as Hispanic or Latino (7%), American Indian or Alaska 
Native (2%), and Asian or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander (1%). 
 Once parents were informed of their child’s participation and student 
assent was obtained, students were screened for eligibility. Criteria for 
eligibility included: (a) the student was enrolled in a general education 
classroom; (b) the student did not have a severe cognitive deficit resulting in 
eligibility for special education services; (c) the student’s primary language 
was English; (d) the student was not classified as reading disabled; (e) the 
student did not have a Section 504 plan providing him or her with additional 
instructional modification; and (f) the student did not have a significant 
hearing or vision impairment. 
  Demographic data of participants is detailed in Table 1. Of the 36 
participants, 12 were male (33.3%) and 24 were female (66.7%). The majority 
of student participants identified their ethnic and/or racial composition as 
White (47.2%), 30.6% of participants identified as Black or African 
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American, 11.1% identified as Hispanic or Latino, 5.6% identified as Asian, 
2.8% identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, and 2.8% identified as 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. Demographic data organized by 
grade is available in Table 2. 
Experimenters 
 All research assistants completed ethics training for working with 
human research subjects in accordance with the Collaborative Institute 
Training Initiative. Research assistants were required to provide 
documentation that they successfully completed online courses in Social and 
Behavioral Focus and Responsible Conduct of Research. Seven graduate 
students served as experimenters and 16 undergraduate students served as 
research assistants. All undergraduate research assistants underwent training 
and had to score 100% on proficiency checks in the administration of CBM, 
scoring CBM measures, and entering data. A copy of the training manual 
provided to undergraduate research assistants is presented in Appendix C.  
Materials 
 Reading Disposition Measure. The reading disposition measure was 
developed by Dr. Theodore Christ (University of Minnesota), Dr. Scott 
Ardoin (University of Georgia), and Dr. Tanya Eckert (Syracuse University). 
The measure consisted of three faces: a happy face, an indifferent face, and a 
sad face. The word “Excited” was written under the happy face, the phrase 
“Don’t Mind” was written under the indifferent face, and the phrase “Not 
Excited” was written under the sad face. A student-copy of the reading 
disposition measure is shown in Appendix D. 
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Curriculum-Based Measurement in Reading (CBM-R). FAIP-R 
CBM reading progress monitoring probes were used to monitor each child’s 
progress throughout the course of the study. During each session, participants 
were given three FAIP-R CBM probes and one DIBELS probe to complete. 
DIBELS scores were not used for this study. 
 Although few studies have examined the psychometric properties of 
CBM progress monitoring, the existing data suggest that CBM progress 
monitoring is a fairly reliable and valid measure of reading progress. 
Specifically, Fuchs, Fuchs, and Deno (1985) found that CBM progress 
monitoring data among students with learning disabilities and emotional 
disturbances were stable and reliable over time. In addition, alternate-form 
reliability of CBM progress monitoring probes has been demonstrated to be 
adequate across groups, ranging from .80 to .95 (Shinn, Gleason, & Tindal, 
1989). Interscorer agreement in CBM progress monitoring has been shown to 
be high, ranging from 86% to 100% (Hintze, Daly, & Shapiro, 1998). The 
validity of CBM progress monitoring has also been examined (Fuchs, Deno, 
& Mirkin, 1984), demonstrating a significant relationship with standardized 
reading measures, such as the Reading Comprehension subtest of the Stanford 
Diagnostic Reading Test (Karlsen, Madden, & Gardner, 1976). 
Procedures 
 The study was conducted twice per week over a period of ten weeks. 
One experimenter was assigned to assess one participant at a time. 
Experimenters quietly removed one participant from his or her classroom and 
sat with the participant on the floor in a neighboring hallway. 
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Reading disposition. Research assistants handed the participant the 
student version of faces. Appendix A displays the instructions given to each 
research assistant. During the first three weeks of assessment, research 
assistants were instructed to point to each face on the student copy and say, 
“Each face shows a person who is: excited to read for this activity, does not 
mind reading for this activity, or is not excited to read for this activity. Choose 
the face that best describes how you feel about participating in this activity 
today.” After the first three weeks, research assistants were instructed to 
shorten the directions and say, “Look at each face and decide how you feel 
about participating today.” The participant then stated or pointed to his or her 
choice and research assistants recorded both the face and corresponding 
numerical rating on the coversheet (Appendix B). 
 Curriculum-Based Measurement in Reading (CBM-R). The 
experimenters began by handing the participant the student copy of the CBM 
probe and say, “This is a story about [the experimenter would point to the 
name at the top of the probe and read the name out loud.] When I say ‘begin,’ 
start reading aloud at the top of this page. Read across the page and then go to 
the next line. [The experimenter would then point to the first word of the 
probe and follow his or her finger across the first line.] Try to read each word. 
If you come to a word you don’t know, I’ll tell it to you. Be sure to do your 
best reading, ok? Ready, begin.” The experimenters were instructed to start 
the stopwatch once the participant said the first word of the probe. Participants 
read the probe out loud for a minute while the experimenter followed along on 
the experimenter’s copy of the probe. The experimenters were instructed to 
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mark any time the participant mispronounced a word, omitted a word, skipped 
a line of the passage, reversed the order of the words, or paused on a word for 
more than three seconds. If the participant paused on a word for more than 
three seconds, the experimenters were instructed to provide the word to the 
student. At the end of one minute, the experimenter told the participant, 
“Stop,” and marked the last word the participant read with a bracket.  
 CBM-R scoring procedures. The number of words read correctly was 
calculated by counting the total number of words a student read during one 
minute and subtracting the total number of words read incorrectly during one 
minute. Words read correctly included both words the participant pronounced 
correctly and any words the participant initially read incorrectly but then self-
corrected. Words read incorrectly included any words the participant 
mispronounced, substituted, omitted, transposed, and added or deleted an 
ending. Additionally, when a participant skipped a line, the experimenter 
considered this to be one error and redirected the participant to the appropriate 
line. Similarly, when a student paused for more than three seconds on a word 
the experimenter would provide the word to the student and considered the 
word an error. However, words the student repeated or inserted were not 
considered errors. 
Experimental Design and Measurement 
 A standard multiple regression was used for this study in order to 
examine the ability of sex, socioeconomic status, and disposition to predict 
oral reading fluency growth. The dependent variable of the study was 
students’ oral reading fluency growth, which was computed by calculating a 
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slope line. For each CBM passage reading, the mean number of words read 
correctly per minute (WRCM) was computed. The mean WRCM was 
calculated by adding the total number of WRCM across each one-minute 
passage and dividing by three. An ordinary least squares (OLS) estimate of 
the slope line was determined based on each participant’s words read correctly 
per minute over the ten-week period. In comparison to other methods of 
estimation, the OLS has been found to provide a more accurate depiction of 
student performance (Shinn et al., 1989). Missed school days (i.e., absences, 
school vacations) were not entered into the analyses.  
Results 
 Trained research assistants entered data into Microsoft Excel. Data 
were then transferred into SPSS 11.5 (SPSS Inc., 2007) to generate descriptive 
statistics, a multiple regression analysis, and graphs. 
Preliminary analyses were conducted in search of violations of the 
assumptions associated with multiple regression analysis, including normality, 
linearity, multicollinearity, and homoscedasticity. Violations of normality 
were checked by examining the frequency distribution of scores, means, 
standard deviations, ranges, and outliers. All data met the assumption of 
normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity. 
 Table 3 displays the means and standard deviations of slope values and 
disposition scores organized by grade level. Students had an average slope of 
0.15 (SD = 0.14), and an average disposition score of 147.28 (SD = 33.36). 
Slope ranged from -0.12 to 0.47, and the disposition scores ranged from 32 to 
180. An analysis of the relationship between the variables suggested that oral 
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reading fluency slope was moderately correlated with disposition (r = .38, p = 
.010) and sex (r = .44, p = .004). There was a very small, negative correlation 
between slope and socioeconomic status (r = -.11, p = .30). The bivariate 
correlations are presented in Table 4.  
 A standard multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine 
whether the combined model of sex, socioeconomic status, and disposition 
score significantly predicted students’ oral reading fluency slope. The results 
of the regression analysis indicated that the combination of these variables 
explained a statistically significant amount of the variance in students’ oral 
reading fluency growth, F (4, 35) = 3.35, p = .02, with an R-squared value of 
.21 (see Table 5). 
Discussion 
 As previously indicated, reading is an essential skill in our society. 
However, the results of the 2011 Reading Report Card demonstrates that the 
majority of fourth-grade students are consistently performing below grade 
level in reading. Alarmingly, almost 75% of students with reading difficulties 
in elementary school continue to have reading difficulties entering high school 
(Francis et al., 1996). As a result, it is important to identify elementary-aged 
students who are struggling with reading and ameliorate these difficulties 
(Eckert et al., 2008). 
Methods of assessing elementary-aged students’ reading performance 
have been researched, and curriculum-based measurement (CBM) has been 
identified as one method to assess students’ oral reading fluency. However, 
Derr-Minecci and Shapiro (1992) found that students’ oral reading fluency 
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scores assessed using curriculum-based measurement may be influenced by a 
number of factors including who conducts the assessment, where the 
assessment is conducted, and whether or not the assessment is timed. These 
findings raise the question of whether other contextual factors may impact the 
accuracy of CBM. 
The purpose of this study was to examine whether the combined 
model of sex, socioeconomic status, and disposition predicted variance in 
students’ oral reading fluency slope. Consistent with the study’s main 
hypothesis, the results indicated that this model significantly predicted 
variance in students’ oral reading fluency slope. Contrary to a secondary 
hypothesis, however, sex was the only variable that made a unique 
contribution to the prediction of students’ oral reading fluency growth.  
Results of this study also demonstrated a moderate correlation between 
students’ disposition scores and their oral reading fluency growth. In other 
words, students who rated their mood higher at the beginning of each 
assessment tended to perform better over time than students who rated their 
moods lower at the beginning of each assessment.  
Limitations 
 There are a number of limitations associated with the present study. 
First, a significant limitation to this study was that it was conducted with a 
relatively small sample size (n = 36). As a result, the study did not have 
adequate power to detect a medium effect. Another limitation is the lack of 
variability in students’ socioeconomic status. An overwhelming majority of 
participants in the study qualified for free or reduced-price lunches. This 
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limitation impacts the ability to generalize the findings of this study because 
students who qualify for free or reduced-price lunches tend to have lower 
reading achievement levels than students who do not qualify for free or 
reduced-price lunches (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011). Thus, 
the results of this study can only be generalized to students with similar 
demographic characteristics. 
 Another limitation of this study is that Derr-Minecci and Shapiro 
(1992) found that students performed significantly better under the most 
natural conditions: when the teacher conducts the assessment at the teacher’s 
desk and when the assessment is not timed. However in this study, the 
assessment was conducted by research assistants who are not as familiar to the 
students as a teacher would be. Additionally, the assessment was conducted 
outside of the classroom and was also timed. Therefore, the extent to which 
the assessment results were valid representations of the students’ oral reading 
fluency is questionable. 
 Lastly, a limitation of this study is the question of whether or not all 
elementary-aged students have the ability to accurately self-identify and report 
their moods or dispositions. The disposition measure assumes that all students 
take the time to reflect on their mood prior to each assessment, but some 
students may just report the same mood prior to each session out of boredom, 
habit, or in an attempt to appease the experimenter.  
Implications and Future Research Directions 
 The findings reported in this study may be a reflection of a number of 
factors. For one, the correlation between disposition and oral reading fluency 
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growth may be because children who enjoy reading may have a higher mood 
and perform better on reading tasks than students who don’t enjoy reading 
when faced with a reading task. The findings of the 2011 Reading Report 
Card demonstrate that students who reported reading for fun almost every day 
scored higher in reading than students who read for fun less frequently. 
Additionally, the correlation between disposition and oral reading fluency 
growth may be a reflection on how mood affects the cognitive processes 
involved in reading, including memory retrieval, attention, and judgment. 
The findings of this study suggest that additional research needs to be 
conducted to further examine the effects of students’ mood on their oral 
reading fluency growth. Although the results of this study showed a positive 
correlation between disposition and oral reading fluency growth, students’ 
disposition scores failed to contribute unique variance to the prediction of oral 
reading fluency growth, although this may have been related to the fact that 
this study was underpowered. Additionally, it may be beneficial to examine 
whether the effects on oral reading fluency growth are consistent across 
grades or if the effects differ as children get older. Another direction to take 
the research as a result of the findings would be to attempt to manipulate 
mood to determine causation between mood and oral reading fluency growth. 
Lastly, it may be beneficial to differentiate between pre-assessment mood and 
pre-assessment disposition. In this study, mood and disposition were used 
interchangeably. However, it may be worthwhile to examine whether a 
students’ disposition toward completing a reading task is comparable to their 
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overall mood that day, and whether either of those variables are related to oral 
reading fluency. 
Conclusions 
A number of demographic and contextual factors can impact 
children’s reading, including socioeconomic status, race, and environmental 
factors in the home. Although research has started uncovering the effects of 
some of these factors, reading performance in elementary-aged students has 
remained unacceptably low. The findings of this study suggest that at least 
one demographic factor, sex, may significantly predict the variability of 
students’ oral reading fluency growth and another contextual factor, 
disposition, is positively correlated to students’ oral reading fluency growth. 
In the future, it may be important for educators to consider and address 
students’ disposition prior to conducting reading assessments. In the early 
stages of learning to read, it is important for parents and educators to 
introduce the activity of reading as pleasurable. If children consider reading to 
be pleasurable, as opposed to a chore, they may be more inclined to read for 
fun more frequently, they may be in a better mood while reading, and perhaps 
they may improve as a reader. 
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Table 1 
Student Demographic Information (N=36) 
       %  (n) 
Sex 
 Female     66.7  (24) 
 Male      33.3  (12) 
Race 
 American Indian or Alaska Native  2.8  (1) 
 Asian      5.6  (2) 
 Black or African American   30.6  (11) 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 2.8  (1) 
 White      47.2  (17) 
 Hispanic or Latino    11.1  (4) 
Ethnicity 
 Hispanic or Latino    11.1  (4) 
 Not Hispanic or Latino   88.9  (32) 
Socioeconomic Status 
 Eligible for free/reduced price lunch  86.1  (31) 
 Not eligible for free/reduced price lunch 11.1  (4) 
 Not specified     2.8  (1) 
Special Education Eligibility 
 Not eligible for special education  86.1  (31) 
 Specific learning disability   11.1  (4) 
Speech or language impairment  2.8  (1) 
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Table 2 
 
Student Demographic Information by Grade 
       Grade 2  Grade 3  Grade 4   Grade 5 
       % (n)  % (n)  % (n)  % (n) 
Sex     
 Female     77.7 (7)  77.7 (7)  44.4 (4)  66.6 (6) 
 Male      22.2 (2)  22.2 (2)  55.5 (5)  33.3 (3) 
Race     
 American Indian or Alaska Native  11.1 (1)  0.0 (0)  0.0 (0)  0.0 (0) 
 Asian      0.0 (0)  0.0 (0)  11.1 (1)  11.1 (1) 
 Black or African American   22.2 (2)  33.3 (3)  33.3 (3)  33.3 (3) 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.0 (0)  0.0 (0)  11.1 (1)  0.0 (0) 
 White      55.5 (5)  66.6 (6)  22.2 (2)  44.4 (4) 
 Hispanic or Latino    11.1 (1)  0.0 (0)  22.2 (2)  11.1 (1) 
Ethnicity 
 Hispanic or Latino    11.1 (1)  0.0 (0)  22.2 (2)  11.1 (1) 
Not Hispanic or Latino   88.8 (8)  100 (9)  77.7 (7)  88.8 (8) 
Socioeconomic Status 
 Eligible for free/reduced price lunch  88.8 (8)  88.8 (8)  88.8 (8)  77.7 (7) 
 Not eligible for free/reduced price lunch 11.1 (1)  0.0 (0)  11.1 (1)  22.2 (2) 
 Not specified     0.0 (0)  11.1 (1)  0.0 (0)  0.0 (0) 
Special Education Eligibility 
 Not eligible for special education  100 (9)  88.8 (8)  100 (9)  100 (9) 
 Specific learning disability   0.0 (0)  0.0 (0)  0.0 (0)  0.0 (0) 
 Speech or language impairment  0.0 (0)  11.1 (1)  0.0 (0)  0.0 (0) 
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Table 3 
 
Slope and Disposition Descriptive Data 
Grade  Slope     Disposition 
  Mean  SD   Mean  SD   
2
nd
  0.24  0.11   148.44  40.27 
3
rd
  0.19  0.11   162.44  17.66 
4
th
  0.09  0.09   137.78  15.11 
5
th
  0.06  0.19   140.44  47.89 
Overall 0.15  0.14   147.28  33.36 
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Table 4 
Correlations 
       Slope  Disposition Female Eligibility 
Pearson Correlation 
 Slope      1.000  .384**  .441**  -.108 
Disposition     .384**  1.000  .393**  .137 
 Female     .441**  .393**  1.000  .063 
 Eligible for free/reduced price lunch  -.108  .137  .063  1.000 
* p < .05; ** p < .01
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Table 5 
Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Slope in Oral Reading Fluency 
Variable    B  SE B  β 
Disposition    .001  .001  .274 
Female    .097  .049  .323* 
Eligible for free/reduced price lunch -.213  .143  -.474 
* p < .05; ** p < .01 
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Summary of Capstone Project 
Reading is a very important skill in our society but unfortunately, 
elementary-aged students are consistently failing to perform at grade-level. In 
other words, the majority of students who are in third grade cannot adequately 
read third-grade material. Research has linked reading ability with a variety of 
factors, including socioeconomic status, race, and familial factors such as 
parental involvement. Similarly, being an English Language Learner 
(someone whose primary home language is not English) is considered to be a 
risk factor for reading development. 
 Educators use a number of methods to evaluate how well a student can 
read. A standardized achievement test, similar to an IQ test, has limitations 
because of the nature of the assessment; the test can be tediously long for 
young students. Additionally, a student can only be assessed with a 
standardized achievement test infrequently, usually only once per year. 
Curriculum-based measurement in reading (CBM-R) is a tool used by 
educators to assess students’ reading skills in a cost- and time-efficient 
manner. CBM-R can be administered more frequently than standardized 
achievement tests, which allows for educators to keep track of students’ 
reading ability over time. This means that educators can check how much a 
student’s reading has improved. 
 Despite the efficiency of CBM-R, the validity of the measure has come 
into question. Research has shown that students’ reading performance, as 
measured by CBM-R, may vary based on contextual differences in the 
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administration of the assessment. One factor that may influence reading 
performance is who conducts the assessment. This means that a child who is 
assessed by his teacher may perform better than he would if he were to be 
assessed by a school psychologist. Ultimately, researchers have summarized 
this finding to mean that students’ reading performance is best under the most 
“natural” conditions. 
 The fact that students’ reading performance can vary based on 
contextual factors raises the question that informed the hypothesis of this 
study: what else can impact reading performance? Specifically, can a 
student’s mood or disposition directly prior to each assessment predict how 
much a student improves over time? 
Research assistants went into a local Syracuse City School District 
elementary school twice a week over a period of ten weeks. Each research 
assistant would remove one student from the classroom at a time and conduct 
the assessment. The assessment usually lasted between 5-7 minutes. First, the 
experimenter asked the student, “how do you feel about reading with me 
today?” and the student would answer, “excited,” “not excited,” or “don’t 
mind.” The experimenter would then conduct the reading assessment, which is 
meant to measure oral reading fluency, or words read correctly per minute. 
The dependent variable of the study was oral reading fluency slope, or how 
much a students’ reading performance improved or regressed. A standard 
multiple regression analysis was used to determine whether the combined 
model of sex, socioeconomic status, and disposition significantly predicted the 
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variance in oral reading fluency slope. All children vary in how much their 
reading performance improved over the course of the study. The multiple 
regression was conducted to determine whether that variance could be 
predicted by sex, socioeconomic status, and disposition. 
The findings of the study demonstrated that the combined model of 
sex, socioeconomic status, and disposition significantly predicted variance in 
oral reading fluency growth. The multiple regression analysis showed that sex 
significantly predicted variance in oral reading fluency growth on its own. 
However, disposition on its own did not significantly predict oral reading 
fluency growth. Disposition was positively correlated to oral reading fluency 
growth, which implies that there is a connection between how much a child’s 
reading improves over time and his or her mood prior to the assessment. This 
connection may be significant for a number of reasons. These findings may 
indicate that a child performs better when they like to read versus when they 
don’t like to read. One may assume that a child who enjoys reading will report 
a higher mood than students who don’t enjoy reading when faced with a 
reading task. Another reason for this connection may be that a child’s mood 
can interfere with the cognitive processes involved in reading, such as 
memory retrieval and attention. 
This study opens the door for a variety of future research questions. 
For one, this study raises the question of whether mood is related to students’ 
actual reading ability or if mood is considered to be a contextual factor that 
impacts the validity of CBM-R. Additionally, it may be interesting to 
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distinguish between mood and disposition. In this study, mood and disposition 
were used interchangeably. That is, the measure of disposition was used as a 
proxy for mood. However, it may be interesting to differentiate the two 
variables and ask the students both “how do you feel about reading with me 
today?” and “how are you feeling today?” 
The link between mood and reading is something that should not be 
ignored. For one thing, poor reading performance in elementary-aged students 
has significant consequences for their future. For example, students who 
struggle with reading are more likely to drop out of high school. Considering 
the link between mood and reading growth demonstrated in this study, it is 
very important for parents and early educators to convey the process of 
reading as an enjoyable process for young children. If young children consider 
reading to be fun, they may be in a better mood when reading. Research has 
shown that children who like to read may read more often and are more likely 
to become better readers. However, if children consider reading to be boring 
or a chore, this may affect their mood and performance, which may reinforce 
their dislike for reading. Therefore, it is prudent to continue to conduct 
research on this subject to uncover more details about the nature of the 
relationship between mood and reading performance. 
 
 
